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HIGHLIGHTS 


(1)  According  to  the  1975  Annual  Housing  Survey,  nearly  70  per¬ 
cent  of  employed  household  heads  in  the  United  States  were  known  to 
work  in  the  same  county  in  which  they  lived  (noncommuters)  and  20 
percent  worked  in  a  different  county  (commuters).  Information  was 
not  obtained  on  the  location  of  employment  for  the  others. 

(2)  Commuting  rates  varied  by  demographic  and  social  character¬ 
istics.  Whites  and  minorities  other  than  Blacks  had  rates  that 
were  higher  than  the  commuting  rate  of  Blacks.  Commuting  was  con¬ 
siderably  more  prevalent  among  men  than  women,  and  heads  living  in 
the  South  commuted  slightly  more  than  those  in  the  rest  of  the 
country . 

(3)  Commuting  tended  to  increase  until  age  25-34  and  then  to 
recede  after  age  45.  The  pattern  was  mixed  for  education  groups. 

Heads  with  four  years  of  high  school  or  four  or  more  years  of 
college  had  somewhat  higher  rates  than  those  with  other  levels  of 
educati on . 

(4)  When  all  heads  were  considered  together,  income  was  directly 
and  substantially  related  to  rate  of  commuting,  with  only  one  irre¬ 
gularity.  The  highest  rates  occurred  among  those  with  highest 
incomes.  It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  commuting  is  rewarded  and 
income  is  a  strong  incentive  to  commuting.  Also  reflected  in  the 
commuting-income  relationship  is  the  greater  ability  of  people  with 
good  income  to  live  where  they  wish. 

(5)  A  somewhat  higher  proportion  of  metro  than  nonmetro  heads 
crossed  a  county  line  on  the  trip  to  work,  but  commuting  rates  were 
not  higher  in  metro  areas  for  Blacks  nor  in  the  South.  Young 
household  heads  in  nonmetro  areas  commuted  more  than  their  counter¬ 
parts  in  metro  areas.  For  all  other  age  groups  beginning  with  age 
25-34  years,  inter-county  commuting  was  more  prevalent  in  metro  areas. 


(6)  Education  was  directly  associated  with  commuting  in  metro  areas, 
but  was  generally  negatively  associated  in  nonmetro  areas.  This  is 
one  of  the  important  differences  between  metro  and  nonmetro  heads  in 
the  socio-economic  context  of  worker  commuting. 

(7)  In  both  metro  and  nonmetro  areas,  migrant  heads  had  higher 
rates  of  commuting  than  nonmigrants.  Among  the  residence-mobility 
status  categories,  nonmigrants  in  the  nonmetro  population  had  the 
lowest  inter-county  commuting  rates  and  heads  who  had  migrated  from 
one  metro  county  to  another  had  the  highest. 
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(8)  In  the  nonmetro  population,  a  much  higher  proportion  of  the 
heads  who  had  previously  lived  in  metro  areas  were  found  to  be  inter¬ 
county  commuters  than  was  true  of  nonmetro  heads  who  had  not  moved 
between  1970  and  1975  or  those  who  had  moved  from  one  nonmetro  county 
to  another.  Nevertheless,  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the  newcomers 
to  nonmetro  areas  (83  percent)  were  not  dependent  on  metro  employment. 
Their  move  away  from  the  large  cities  or  suburbs  usually  involved  a 
severing  of  their  former  economic  ties. 

(9)  Commuting  rates  among  metro/nonmetro  migrant  heads  generally 
surpassed  those  of  people  who  had  moved  in  the  opposite  direction. 

Some  unusual  relationships  between  commuting  and  socio-economic 
characteristics  were  found  for  the  metro/nonmetro  migrants.  Older 
migrants  had  higher  rates  than  younger.  With  some  irregularity , 
rates  of  commuting  fell  as  education  increased,  but  rose  with  income. 
Usually  education  and  income  have  similar  relationships  with  other 
phenomena. 

(10)  Inter-residential  commuting  (living  in  metro  areas  while  work¬ 
ing  in  nonmetro  areas  and  vice  versa)  was  higher  for  migrants  than 
nonmigrants  among  heads  in  both  residence  categories.  The  highest 
proportions  of  inter-residential  commuting  occurred  among  people  who 
had  moved  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas,  and  the  rate  of  such 
commuting  was  much  higher  for  the  metro/nonmetro  migrants  than  for 
heads  who  had  moved  in  the  opposite  direction. 

(11)  The  relationships  observed  in  other  research  between  mobility 
status,  residence,  and  income  were  found  in  this  study.  Whether 
they  were  commuters  or  noncommuters,  long-term  metro  residents  had 
the  highest  incomes  and  long-term  nonmetro  residents  had  the  lowest. 
Heads  moving  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas  were  in  an  intermediate 
position.  With  the  exception  of  heads  who  had  moved  between  two  non¬ 
metro  areas  between  1970  and  1975,  commuters  in  each  residence  and 
mobility  group  had  significantly  higher  median  incomes  than  did  the 
noncommuters. 

(12)  The  prevalent  mode  of  transportati on  to  work  of  employed 
household  heads  in  1975  was  the  automobile,  with  a  majority  driving 
alone  whether  they  were  migrants  or  nonmigrants,  commuters  or  non¬ 
commuters.  Commuters  were  somewhat  more  likely  to  drive  to  work  with 
others,  or  to  use  public  transportation.  Noncommuters,  on  the  other 
hand,  more  often  walked,  rode  bicycles  or  motorcycles,  or  used  other 
means  to  reach  their  places  of  employment.  The  major  differences  in 
mode  of  transportation  to  work  between  metro  and  nonmetro  commuters 
were  in  the  proportions  who  traveled  in  autos  with  other  people 
(higher  among  the  nonmetro)  and  in  use  of  public  transportation 
(lower  among  the  nonmetro). 
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(13)  Median  time  traveled  from  home  to  work  for  household  heads 
working  away  at  a  fixed  work  pi  ace  was  21  minutes,  and  the  median 
distance  was  7  miles.  Nonmetro  heads  required  less  time  and  traveled 
a  shorter  median  distance  than  did  metro  heads.  Because  of  the  mix¬ 
ture  of  residential  types  and  farm  and  nonfarm  occupations  in  non¬ 
metro  areas,  there  were  an  abnormally  higher  proportion  of  workers  at 
each  end  of  the  distance  scale  among  nonmetro  residents  and  a  wide 
difference  in  distance  traveled  between  commuters  and  noncommuters. 
About  a  fourth  of  the  nonmetro  heads  either  worked  at  home  or  lived 
less  than  one  mile  from  their  work  while  one  in  thirteen  traveled  30 
miles  or  more. 

(14)  Of  the  nonmetro  heads  who  worked  in  their  home  county,  about 
three-fourths  lived  within  5  miles  of  their  employment.  Nearly  two- 
fifths  of  the  commuters,  however,  traveled  20  miles  or  more  each  way. 
On  the  average,  commuters  traveled  more  than  six  times  farther  than 
noncommuters . 

(15)  Median  time  spent  in  commuting  was  nearly  the  same  for  metro 
and  nonmetro  heads.  The  greater  distance  traveled  by  rural  and  small¬ 
town  commuters  was  largely  offset  by  higher  rates  of  speed  than  can 

be  maintained  in  open-country  or  other  less  congested  areas.  Heads 
who  had  moved  into  the  nonmetro  population  from  metro  areas  not  only 
were  the  most  likely  to  commute  to  a  different  county  to  work,  but 
they  also  made  the  longest  trips.  Nearly  two-fifths  of  them  traveled 
30  or  more  miles  to  work  compared  with  less  than  eight  percent  for 
all  nonmetro  employed  household  heads. 

(16)  The  information  in  this  report  provides  many  insights  into 
the  relationships  between  migration  and  commuting  for  employment. 

In  addition,  the  data  on  the  extent  of  inter-county  commuting,  mode 
of  transportation ,  and  time  and  distance  to  work  among  household 
heads  with  various  socio-economic  characteristics  have  important 
implications  for  policy  decisions.  They  serve  to  underscore  the 
need  for  continued  development  of  employment  opportunities  and  im¬ 
provement  of  public  transportation  facilities  in  nonmetro  areas. 

They  point  out  groups  that  will  be  particularly  vulnerable  to  con¬ 
tinued  high  prices  of  gasoline  and  other  costs  of  every-day  long¬ 
distance  travel  and  the  need  for  the  development  of  alternatives  to 
individual  travel. 


KEY  DEFINITIONS 


The  information  in  this  report  relates  to  employed  household 
heads  for  whom  locations  of  residence  and  employment  in  1975  were 
known.  Certain  key  definitions  are  important  for  an  understanding 
of  the  materials  presented: 

Residence,  1975 


Metro  and  nonmetro  residence  as  of  1975  according  to 
Federal  Government  designations 

Worker  Commuting,  1975 

Noncommuters  --  lived  and  worked  in  the  same  county 
Commuters  --  lived  and  worked  in  different  counties 

Mobility  Status,  1970-75 

Nonmigrants  --  lived  in  the  same  county 
Migrants  --  lived  in  different  counties 

Migrants  were  categorized  by  type  of  residence  at  each  date 

Nonmetro,  1970/Nonmetro,  1975 
Metro,  1970/Nonmetro  1975 
Metro,  1970/Metro,  1975 
Nonmetro,  1970/Metro,  1975 

Residence  and  Mobility  Status  Analytical  Categories 

(Residence  and  mobility  status  were  combined  to  form  the 
analytical  categories  used  throughout  this  report) 

Employed  household  heads,  reporting 
commuter  status 

Nonmigrant,  1970-75 
Migrant,  1970-75 

Nonmetro,  1975 

Nonmigrant,  1970-75 
Nonmetro/Nonmetro ,  1970-75 
Metro/Nonmetro,  1970-75 

Metro,  1975 

Nonmigrant,  1970-75 
Metro/Metro,  1970-75 
Nonmetro/Metro,  1970-75 

vi  i  i 


1 


INTRODUCTION 


Official  concern  in  the  United  States  about  the  relationship  between 
place  of  residence  and  location  of  employment  dates  back  more  than 
one  hundred  years.  In  the  1865  Census  of  the  State  of  New  York  in¬ 
formation  was  obtained  "on  the  usual  place  of  employment,  if  out  of 
the  city  or  town  where  the  family  resides."  Unfortunately,  the  re¬ 
sults  were  considered  "too  meager"  and  figures  were  published  "only 
for  the  counties  upon  the  Hudson  and  on  Long  Island  and  Staten  Is¬ 
land,"  and  recommendation  was  made  that  the  subject  not  be  pursued 
(7).* * 

It  was  not  until  much  later,  when  the  automobile  became  the  primary 
mode  of  transportati on ,  contributing  to  the  burgeoning  of  suburbs, 
that  commuting  became  a  research  topic  in  many  disciplines.  In  the 
1950's  there  was  a  prol i ferati on  of  studies  based  on  traffic  origin 
and  destination  flows,  management  records,  and  special  surveys.  The 
federal  government  gave  attention  to  inter-county  commuting  in  this 
period  in  a  Current  Population  Survey  (15).  But,  as  pointed  out  by 
Leo  F.  Schnore,  prior  to  1960,  "The  United  States  census  --  long 
used  as  a  model  by  other  nations  --  [was]  one  of  the  few  in  the 
Western  world  which  [had]  never  collected  information  on  the  places 
of  work  of  employed  members  of  the  labor  force  as  a  part  of  its  full- 
scale  operations"  (8)J  As  early  as  1945,  the  National  Census  of 
New  Zealand  "included  a  question  designed  to  elicit  information  as 
to  the  time  spent  in  transit  from  home  to  work  place  for  the  working 
population  as  a  whole"  (16) . 

Most  of  the  research  for  the  United  States  that  has  appeared  since 
1960,  whether  based  on  the  census  publications  of  Journey  to  Work 
(13  and  14j  or  other  sources,  has  largely  been  confined  to  metro¬ 
politan  areas.  One  exception  is  that  of  Clemente  and  Summers  dealing 
with  factors  associated  with  distance  traveled  by  workers  in  a  rural 
steel  plant  in  Illinois  (3j. 


'  The  article  by  Schnore  has  an  excellent  bibliography  of  both 
published  and  unpublished  works  appearing  by  1960. 

*  Underlined  figures  in  parentheses  identify  references  on  pages 
32-34. 
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There  has  not  been  a  national  study  of  the  inter-county  commuting 
patterns  of  migrants  and  nonmigrants  living  in  nonmetro  areas,  prior 
to  this  one.  A  recently  issued  bulletin  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census 
on  journey  to  work  in  1975  contains  general  information  for  the  non¬ 
metro  and  metro  populations  but  does  not  deal  with  migration  (10). 
Interest  in  this  subject  stemmed  from  some  of  the  findings  of  previous 
research  on  the  characteristics  of  metro/nonmetro  migrants.  It  was 
noted  that  "in  their  occupation,  industry,  and  income  attributes, 
[metro/nonmetro]  migrants  did  not  have  a  negative  impact  on  the  non¬ 
metro  population  [as  some  people  had  predicted].  High  proportions 
were  in  white  collar  occupations  and  industries,  and  average  income 
was  not  less  than  that  of  the  total  nonmetro  population.  Nor  did 
the  nonmetro  population  suffer  in  exchanges  with  metro  areas  in 
earning  capacity  of  migrants.  Remarkable  similarity  was  noted  in 
the  income  of  metro/nonmetro  migrants  and  persons  moving  in  the 
opposite  direction"  (2). 

These  findings  led  to  several  questions  on  the  similarities  and 
differences  among  the  migrant  and  nonmigrant  groups  that  appeared 
not  to  have  been  addressed  in  the  recent  literature  on  nonmetro  pop¬ 
ulation  and  migration  turnaround.  Questions  were  raised  about  the 
role  of  commuting  for  work  in  these  relationships,  the  association 
between  migration  and  commuting  in  general,  and  the  extent  to  which 
migrants  to  nonmetro  areas  are  employed  in  jobs  located  in  metro  areas. 
Increased  concern  about  the  potential  effect  on  population  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  gasoline  crisis  of  1979  has  increased  the  salience  of 
the  commuting  data  presented  here,  although  this  issue  had  not  de¬ 
veloped  when  the  study  was  designed. 

The  availability  in  the  1975  Annual  Housing  Survey  (AHS)  and  its 
travel -to-work  supplement  of  information  on  previous  and  current  re¬ 
sidence  and  location  of  work  for  household  heads  permits  a  limited 
investigation  of  these  subjects.  In  this  report,  commuters  are 
household  heads  who  lived  and  worked  in  different  counties  at  the 
time  they  were  surveyed.2  Household  heads  were  self-designated  by 
the  people  being  interviewed,  except  that  it  was  Census  Bureau  pro¬ 
cedure  in  1975  not  to  treat  wives  as  heads  if  husbands  were  present. 

Mi  grants  lived  in  different  counties  in  1975  from  those  in  which 
they  had  lived  five  years  earlier.  The  data,  which  are  based  on 
special  tabulations  from  the  AHS,  reflect  metro  designations  through 


This  is  the  conventional  measure  used  in  the  Census  of  Population. 
It  is  recognized,  although  not  dealt  with  here,  that  in  addition 
to  the  availability  of  employment,  such  geographic  features  as 
size,  shape,  and  boundary  configurations  of  counties  are  impor¬ 
tant  determinants  of  commuting  patterns. 
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1975.  Thus,  they  differ  somewhat  from  similar  estimates  published 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  (J0j.3  In  general,  each  metro  area  has 
an  urban  nucleus  of  at  least  50,000  people  and  may  include  adjoining 
counties  that  meet  certain  criteria  of  worker  commuting  and  metro¬ 
politan  character.  All  other  counties  are  nonmetro. 

According  to  the  AHS,  there  were  48.9  million  employed  household  heads 
in  the  United  States  in  1975  (Table  A).  Nearly  70  percent  of  them 


Table  A--Household  heads,  by  employment  and  commuter  status  and  loca¬ 
tion  of  work,  1975 


Characteristic 

:  Number 

Of 

total 

Percentage 

:  Of  :0f  commuter 

:empl oyed .-status  group 

(000) 

(Pet. ) 

(Pet. ) 

(Pet. ) 

Total 

72,486 

100.0 

Not  employed 

23,578 

32.5 

Employed 

48,908 

67.5 

100.0 

Inter-county  commuter 

9,506 

19.4 

100.0 

Place  of  work  nonmetro 

1 ,887 

3.9 

19.9 

Place  of  work  metro 

7,619 

15.6 

80.1 

Non commuter 

33,980 

69.5 

100.0 

Place  of  work  nonmetro 

9,030 

18.5 

26.6 

Place  of  work  metro 

24,949 

51.0 

73.4 

Commuter  status  not  known 

5,422 

11.1 

Source:  Special  tabulations  from  the  1975  Annual  Housing  Survey. 


worked  in  the  same  county  in  which  they  lived  (noncommuters)  and 
about  20  percent  worked  in  a  different  county  (inter-county  com¬ 
muters).  Information  was  not  obtained  on  the  location  of  employment 
for  the  other  11  percent.  The  remainder  of  this  report  is  based  on 
data  for  the  employed  household  heads  for  whom  commuting  status  was 
known.  Detailed  information  on  the  numbers  and  characteristics  of 
inter-county  commuter  and  noncommuter  household  heads  and  on  their 
commuting  rates  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  Tables  1-11.  Additional 


Information  on  the  reliability  of  estimates  from  the  AHS  and  defi¬ 
nitions  and  explanations  of  terms  and  concepts  can  be  found  in 
recent  publications  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  relating  to  the 
journey  to  work  in  selected  metro  areas  and  pertaining  to  the  AHS 
per  se  (10)  (TJ_)  (12.). 


3 


4 


information  on  commuting  patterns,  in  terms  of  mode  of  transportation , 
time,  and  distance  to  work,  is  provided  in  Appendix  A,  Tables  12-22. 
Summary  data  are  interspersed  throughout  the  text  in  Tables  A-0. 

Of  the  household  heads  discussed  here,  slightly  more  than  three- 
fourths  lived  in  the  same  county  in  1975  in  which  they  had  lived  in 
1970  (nonmigrants),  and  the  remainder  lived  in  different  counties 
(migrants)  (Table  B).  About  11.2  million,  or  a  fourth,  of  the  heads, 
lived  in  nonmetro  areas. 

Heads  who  moved  from  metro  to  nonmetro  areas  between  1970  and  1975 
nominally^  outnumbered  those  moving  in  the  opposite  direction,  1.5 
compared  with  1.3  million.  In  terms  of  the  AHS  sample  the  difference 
is  significant  at  the  90  percent  but  not  at  the  95  percent  level. 
However,  metro/nonmetro  migrants  had  a  greater  impact  on  the  popula¬ 
tion  they  joined  than  did  the  nonmetro/metro  migrants  because  of  the 
different  sizes  of  the  base  populations.  The  former  were  13.4  per¬ 
cent  of  all  nonmetro  heads  in  1975,  whereas  the  latter  were  only  3.2 
percent  of  the  metro  group  at  that  date. 


4 

Tests  of  significance  were  made  at  the  2.0  and  1.6  standard 
error  levels  following  procedures  recommended  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  for  the  AHS.  In  comparative  statements,  the 
word  "nominally"  is  used  if  the  difference  was  statistically 
significant  at  the  1.6  but  not  at  the  2.0  level,  corresponding 
to  the  90  and  95  percentage  levels.  (See  Appendix  B  for 
additional  information.) 


Table  B--Employed  household1  heads ,  by  residence,  mobility  and  inter-county  commuter  status,  1975 
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INTER-COUNTY  COMMUTING  FOR  RESIDENCE  AND  MOBILITY 
STATUS  GROUPS,  BY  SELECTED  CHARACTERISTICS 


General  Commuting  Patterns 


About  22  percent  of  all  employed  household  heads  commuted  to  work  in 
a  county  different  from  that  in  which  they  lived  in  1975  (Table  C). 
This  rate  is  much  higher  than  that  of  inter-county  commuting  for  all 
other  household  members  (not  included  in  this  study)  which  was  about 
9  percent  (10_).  Rates  varied  by  demographic  and  social  characteris¬ 
tics  of  heads.  Blacks  had  a  lower  rate  than  whites  or  persons  of 
other  races,  because  of  relatively  low  commuting  by  Blacks  in  metro 
areas.  Commuting  was  more  prevalent  among  men  than  women.  Many 
women  are  believed  to  choose  jobs  close  to  home  if  they  have  children, 
and  the  lower  average  wages  received  by  women  may  also  serve  to  re¬ 
strain  commuting.  Heads  living  in  the  South  tended  to  commute  more 
than  those  in  the  rest  of  the  country  --  an  effect  resulting  primar¬ 
ily  from  high  commuting  in  rural  and  small  town  parts  of  the  Southern 
region. 

Migrants  commuted  to  work  in  another  county  more  extensively  than 
nonmigrants,  whatever  their  race,  sex,  or  region.  The  strong  link¬ 
age  between  migration  and  commuting  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  under 
one-fifth  of  the  household  heads  who  lived  in  the  same  county  in 
1970  and  1975  commuted  to  work  in  another  county  compared  with 
nearly  a  third  of  those  who  were  migrants. 

A  higher  proportion  of  metro  than  nonmetro  heads  crossed  a  county 
line  on  the  trip  to  work.  The  somewhat  smaller  average  land  area 
of  metro  counties  contributes  to  this  difference,  as  trips  of  a 
given  length  are  more  likely  to  cross  a  county  line  in  metro  areas. 
Higher  metro  commuting  was  true  for  both  sexes  and  for  whites,  but 
not  for  Blacks,  and  it  was  not  true  for  the  South  as  a  whole  where 
rates  of  commuting  were  almost  exactly  the  same  in  the  two  residence 
categories . 

Commuting  rose  to  a  peak  among  heads  25-44  years  old  and  then  receded 
(rapidly  after  age  45)  (Table  D).  This  pattern  held  for  both  mi¬ 
grants  and  nonmigrants.  Young  household  heads  in  the  nonmetro  areas 
commuted  more  often  than  their  counterparts  in  the  metro  areas, 
but  for  all  other  age  groups  beginning  with  25-34  years  commuting 


Table  C--Rate  of  inter-county  commuting,  by  race,  sex,  and  region,  for  employed  household  heads,  by 
residence  and  mobility  status,  1975 
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was  more  prevalent  in  the  metro  areas. 

The  general  commuting  pattern  showed  little  variation  by  educational 
levels  (Table  E).  Rates  ranged  only  from  20  percent  among  workers 
with  no  high  school  training  to  23.7  percent  for  those  with  4  years 
of  college.  However,  commuting  was  much  higher  among  the  best  edu¬ 
cated  in  the  metro  areas  than  among  those  with  equivalent  education 
who  lived  in  the  smaller  places.  Among  nonmetro  resident'  heads 
there  was  an  inverse  relationship  between  education  and  commuting 
beginning  with  those  with  four  years  of  high  school.  In  brief, 
inter-county  commuting  has  been  most  attractive  to  college  graduates 
in  metro  areas,  but  also  to  persons  of  high  school  or  lower  educa¬ 
tion  in  the  rural  areas  and  small  towns.  Thus  it  may  serve  some¬ 
what  different  functions  in  the  two  settings. 

With  one  irregularity,  income  was  directly  related  to  rate  of 
commuting  --  the  highest  rates  occurring  among  those  with  highest 
incomes  (Table  F).  The  pattern  was  very  regular  for  nonmigrants. 

The  one  irregularity  in  the  pattern  was  due  to  a  somewhat  higher 
commuting  rate  of  the  lowest  income  class  among  the  migrants.  The 
relationship  between  commuting  and  income  noted  above  prevailed  for 
metro  and  nonmetro  heads,  except  for  those  with  highest  incomes 
among  the  latter  (perhaps  successful  farmers  and  local  business  men). 
There  was  no  regular  pattern  of  difference  in  level  of  commuting 
rates  between  metro  and  nonmetro  heads  with  incomes  below  $15,000, 
but  for  the  higher  income  groups,  rates  were  higher  for  the  metro 
household  heads.  The  fact  that  commuting  is  positively  associated 
with  income  in  nonmetro  areas  (except  for  the  very  top  income  class) 
and  negatively  related  to  education,  suggests  that  the  most  success¬ 
ful  people  among  those  of  average  or  low  education  are  engaged  in  it. 
It  may  be  the  vehicle,  for  example,  through  which  many  skilled  rural 
or  small  town  craftsmen  and  operatives  maximize  their  incomes. 


Commuting  and  Mobility  Status  in 

Nonmetro  and  Metro  Areas 


This  section  deals  with  the  commuting  rates  of  three  mobility  status 
categories  within  nonmetro  and  metro  areas:  (1)  Nonmi grants ,  (heads 
who  lived  in  the  same  county  in  1975  as  in  1970),  (2)  intra-res idential 
mi  grants ,  (heads  who  had  moved  from  one  nonmetro  county  to  another 
or  from  one  metro  county  to  another),  and  (3)  inter-residential  mi¬ 
grants  ,  (heads  who  had  moved  from  one  type  of  area  to  the  other). 

The  rates  for  selected  characteristics  of  household  heads  used  for 
comparative  purposes  are  in  Tables  C-E,  referred  to  above. 

In  both  metro  and  nonmetro  areas,  migrants  had  considerably  higher 
rates  of  commuting  than  nonmigrants.  Migrants  may  have  moved  to  a 
different  county  without  changing  jobs  --  which  would  make  them 
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Table  F--Rate  of  inter-county  commuting,  by  income,  for  employed  household  heads,  by  residence 
and  mobility  status,  1975 
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Relates  to  heads  with  families  who  had  income  in  1975  rather  than  to  all  employed  heads  of  households. 
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commuters  --  or  the  personal  circumstances  and  attributes  that  in¬ 
duce  migration  may  also  be  associated  with  a  willingness  or  ability 
to  commute.  Nonmigrants  in  the  nonmetro  population  had  the  lowest 
inter-county  commuting  rates  and  heads  who  had  moved  from  one  metro 
county  to  another  had  by  far  the  highest.  Next  highest  in  rate  of 
commuting  were  the  heads  who  had  moved  from  metro  to  nonmetro  areas. 
Their  rate  was  nominally  higher  than  that  of  people  who  had  moved 
from  one  nonmetro  area  to  another,  and  was  considerably  above  that 
of  people  who  had  moved  in  the  opposite  direction,  from  nonmetro  to 
metro  areas. 

A  basic  difference  between  metro  and  nonmetro  commuting  patterns  is 
revealed  from  these  data.  Among  metro  household  heads,  those  who 
have  moved  from  one  metro  county  to  another  --  which  may  be  within 
the  same  area  or  between  different  areas  --  are  far  and  away  the 
most  active  commuting  group.  They  are  nearly  twice  as  likely  to  go 
to  another  county  for  work  as  are  other  metro  heads  (37  percent  ver¬ 
sus  19  percent),  including  those  who  are  also  migrants  but  have 
moved  in  from  a  nonmetro  county.  By  contrast,  within  nonmetro  areas, 
it  is  not  the  internal  migrants  who  are  the  most  frequent  commuters. 
Rather  the  inter-residential  migrants  recently  arrived  from  metro 
areas  have  this  position.  Inter-residential  migration  thus  has  the 
effect  of  reducing  overall  commuting  frequency  in  metro  areas,  but 
raising  it  in  rural  and  small  farm  areas. 

5 

Race,  Sex,  and  Region 

The  only  comparison  that  can  be  made  for  racial  groups  among  non¬ 
metro  heads  is  between  white  and  Black  nonmigrants  as  the  numbers 
for  the  other  mobility  groups  were  too  small.  For  nonmigrants,  the 
commuting  rate  for  Blacks  was  higher  than  that  of  whites,  partly  due 
to  the  concentration  of  Blacks  in  that  part  of  the  South  where  coun¬ 
ties  are  smaller  than  average.  This  is  in  contrast  with  the  pattern 
for  metro  nonmigrants  and  metro/metro  migrants  where  the  rates  for 
whites  exceeded  those  of  Blacks,  reflecting  largely  the  suburban 


Because  of  the  size  of  the  AHS  sample,  it  is  difficult  to  make 
definitive  statements  on  the  differences  in  commuting  rates  among 
the  six  mobility  status  classes  when  the  data  are  disaggregated 
for  important  demographic,  social,  and  economic  characteristics . 
Therefore,  strict  adherence  to  tests  of  significance  was  not  ob¬ 
served  in  this  and  the  following  sections.  Rather  the  "apparent" 
relationships  are  discussed,  excercising  reasonable  caution  about 
the  sample  size  in  each  group.  Rates  are  not  shown  or  discussed 
if  the  bases  were  very  small,  fewer  than  75,000  people. 
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concentration  of  whites  and  their  heavy  commuting  to  central  city 
employment.  There  was  no  difference  in  the  commuting  rates  of 
Blacks  and  whites  who  had  moved  from  nonmetro  to  metro  areas  between 
1970  and  1975. 

There  was  no  exception  among  the  six  residence  and  mobility  categor¬ 
ies  to  the  general  pattern  of  higher  commuting  among  male  than 
female  household  heads.  Such  a  difference  is  one  of  the  most  char¬ 
acteristic  male-female  distinctions  in  the  whole  field  of  labor  force 
participation,  but  not  widely  discussed.  In  particular,  women  are 
much  less  likely  than  men  to  travel  lengthy  distances  to  work  (10). 
The  overall  pattern  of  highest  and  lowest  rates  among  the  categories, 
observed  above,  stemmed  from  that  of  males  as  they  comprise  about  85 
percent  of  the  total.  The  general  pattern  was  not  modified  by  the 
somewhat  different  relationship  among  the  categories  for  females. 
Among  nonmetro  female  heads  there  was  no  difference  in  commuting 
between  those  who  were  nonmigrants  and  those  who  had  moved  from  one 
nonmetro  place  to  another. 

For  reasons  not  fully  clear,  although  all  mobility  classes  in  the 
nonmetro  South  had  significantly  higher  rates  of  commuting  than  those 
in  the  North  and  West,  this  was  not  true  in  the  metro  population. 

For  any  mobility  class,  metro  rates  were  rather  similar  by  region, 
and  thus  essentially  the  same  as  the  national  rates. 


Age  and  Education 

The  relationship  between  age  and  extent  of  inter-county  commuting 
for  employment  followed  a  reasonably  consistent  pattern  by  mobility 
status.  With  a  few  exceptions,  rates  were  low  for  the  youngest 
heads,  rose  to  a  peak  for  one  or  more  groups  in  the  middle  years  and 
then  decreased  with  advancing  years.  The  most  notable  variation 
occurred  among  metro/nonmetro  migrant  heads  for  whom  age  and  rate 
of  commuting  was  direct  rather  than  inverse  as  was  found  in  the  gen¬ 
eral  population  25  years  old  and  over.  For  this  group  commuting 
continued  to  rise  with  age,  reaching  a  high  of  34.9  percent  among 
heads  55-64  years  old. 

The  relationship  between  education  and  rate  of  inter-county  commut¬ 
ing  for  employment  varied  considerably  among  the  residence  and 
mobility  status  categories.  The  nonmetro  groups  were  consistent 
in  showing  higher  reliance  on  inter-county  commuting  for  heads  who 
had  no  more  than  a  high  school  education  than  for  those  with  at 
least  some  college  training.  Indeed,  among  nonmetro  migrants,  per¬ 
sons  with  only  an  elementary  education  were  the  most  likely  to  go 
to  another  county  for  work  --  twice  as  likely  as  college  graduates. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  mobility  status  groups  within  metro  areas 
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showed  little  pattern  by  education.  Each  of  the  three  metro  mobili¬ 
ty  groups  differed  in  the  educational  group  showing  highest  commut¬ 
ing,  but  the  differences  with  the  other  educational  attainment 
levels  were  rather  nominal.  The  somewhat  positive  connection  between 
commuting  and  education  for  all  metro  heads  results  from  the  varying 
educational  make  up  of  the  different  mobility  groups  rather  than 
from  commuting  variations  within  educational  groups.  In  particular, 
the  highest  educational  level  of  metro/metro  migrants  --  a  class 
with  very  high  commuting  --  produces  the  overall  higher  commuting 
levels  of  metro  college  graduates.  Without  exception,  the  highest 
commuting  rates  among  the  residence  and  mobility  groups  occurred 
among  metro/metro  migrants  in  each  education  category.  Generally, 
the  lowest  rates  occurred  among  nonmetro  nonmigrants  in  the  higher 
education  categories. 
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LOCATION  OF  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  INTER-COUNTY  COMMUTERS 


Several  authors  have  attributed  the  higher  prevalence  of  commuting 
among  migrants  to  the  fact  that  many  of  them  remain  in  the  jobs  they 
had  before  they  moved  (4,  (5,  and  9_) .  An  implicit  hypothesis  in  this 
research  was  that  some  of  the  similarities  noted  among  people  moving 
in  either  direction  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas  stemmed  from 
the  fact  that  sizeable  proportions  of  them  commuted  to  employment  in 
the  area  they  left.  This  cannot  be  addressed  directly  with  the  AHS 
sample  as  there  were  no  questions  on  location  of  previous  employment. 
It  was  possible,  however,  to  measure  the  differences  in  inter- 
residential  commuting  for  employment  among  migrants  and  nonmigrants 
and  the  degree  to  which  migrants  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas 
had  employment  in  the  type  of  area  they  left. 

For  household  heads  living  in  either  metro  or  nonmetro  areas,  inter- 
residential  commuting  was  higher  for  migrants  than  for  nonmigrants, 
if  all  migrants  are  considered  together  (Table  G).  This  was  true 
whether  the  proportions  working  in  metro  and  nonmetro  locations  were 
based  on  the  overall  totals  or  on  the  number  of  commuters  in  each 
migrant  category.  Among  migrants,  on  the  other  hand,  a  strong  re¬ 
lationship  existed  between  location  of  work  and  type  of  residence 
five  years  earlier.  The  strongest  occurred  among  heads  who  had 
moved  from  one  metro  county  to  another  --  a  not  surprising  circum¬ 
stance.  Ninety-five  percent  of  this  group  who  commuted  went  to  work 
in  another  metro  county,  rather  than  to  a  nonmetro  area.  Among 
commuters  who  had  moved  between  nonmetro  counties  about  81  percent 
commuted  to  work  located  in  different  nonmetro  counties.  Sixty-five 
percent  of  the  metro/nonmetro  migrants  who  commuted  went  to  work  in 
metro  areas.  Thus,  although  as  noted  earlier,  most  nonmetro  heads 
of  recent  metro  origin  do  not  commute,  the  majority  of  those  who  do 
rely  on  metro  jobs.  Only  30  percent  of  heads  who  had  moved  from 
nonmetro  to  metro  areas  commuted  inter-residential ly  to  nonmetro 
jobs,  but  this  was  much  greater  than  the  rate  for  metro  nonmigrants 
(9  percent) . 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  among  the  nonmetro  household  heads 
who  commuted  to  metro  areas,  about  three-fifths  worked  in  the  subur¬ 
ban  or  outer  ring  locations  and  only  two-fifths  in  the  central  cities 


Table  G--Inter-residential  commuting,  for  employed  household  heads,  by  residence  and  mobility 
status,  1975 
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(Table  H).  These  proportions  were  about  the  same  for  migrant  and 
nonmigrant  nonmetro  heads. 


Table  H--Central -ci ty  or  ring  location  of  employment  for  nonmetro 
inter-county  commuter  household  heads,  by  mobility 
status,  1975 


Location  in  central 

city  or  rinq 

Residence  and 

Number 

of  commuters 

:  Percentage 

Mobility  Status 

Total 

Central 

city 

:  Rinc 

:  Central 
j:  city 

:  Ri  ng 

(000) 

(000) 

(ooo! 

(Pet. ) 

(Pet. 

Employed  nonmetro  household 

heads 

973 

396 

576 

40.7 

59.3 

Nonmigrant,  1970-75 

658 

261 

399 

39.5 

60.5 

Migrant,  1970-75 

313 

136 

179 

43.2 

56.8 

Nonmetro/Nonmetro,  1970-75 

51 

23 

29 

* 

* 

Metro/Nonmetro ,  1970-75 

262 

113 

150 

43.0 

56.8 

Source:  Special  tabulations  from  1975  AHS. 


*  Base  less  than  75,000. 


18 


INCOME  OF  COMMUTERS  AND  NONCOMMUTERS 


Reference  was  made  earlier  to  the  generally  positive  relationship 
between  income  and  rates  of  inter-county  commuting  for  employment. 

For  the  household  heads  discussed  here,  median  family  income  was 
$17,310  for  commuters  and  $14,907  for  noncommuters  (Table  I).  There 
is  some  evidence  that  people  of  higher  income  status  live  where  they 
wish  because  they  can  afford  a  longer  trek  to  work  and  other  evi¬ 
dence  that  they  make  the  trip  to  another  county  to  maximize  earnings. 
The  literature  is  inconclusive  on  this  matter  (18_).  Both  circum¬ 
stances  undoubtedly  exist.  The  suitability  of  housing  at  the  price 
a  family  can  afford,  preferences  as  to  size  of  community,  consider¬ 
ations  of  relative  safety,  the  availability  of  education  facilities, 
and  many  other  factors  are,  of  course,  determinants  of  residential 
location.  It  is  well  known  that  these  factors  are  associated  with 
inter-county  commuting  for  employment,  but  the  data  to  explore  their 
significance  were  not  available  in  the  AHS. 

With  the  exception  of  heads  who  had  moved  between  two  nonmetro  areas, 
commuters  in  each  residence  and  mobility  group  shown  in  Table  I  had 
higher  median  incomes  than  did  the  noncommuters.  In  general,  the 
relationship  between  income  and  residence  and  mobility  status  obser¬ 
ved  in  other  research  (2)  was  found  in  the  AHS  data  for  employed 
household  heads.  Whether  they  were  commuters  or  noncommuters, 
metro  nonmigrants  and  metro/metro  migrants  had  the  highest  incomes, 
and  nonmetro  nonmigrant  and  nonmetro/nonmetro  migrants  had  the  low¬ 
est.  Heads  moving  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas  were  in  an  inter¬ 
mediate  position. 

Similar  to  the  findings  of  previous  research  based  on  the  March  1975 
CPS  {2),  there  was  little  difference  in  the  incomes  of  household 
heads  who  had  moved  from  metro  to  nonmetro  locations  and  those  who 
had  made  the  opposite  move  observed  here  (Table  J).  The  medians  of 
$13,645  and  $14,379  were  not  significantly  different  from  each  other 
in  terms  of  their  numbers  in  the  AHS  sample,  and  the  index  of  dis¬ 
similarity  between  the  percentage  distributions  on  income  was  a  very 
low  4.4.  Moreover,  the  AHS  data  provide  additional  evidence  that  as 
far  as  their  impact  on  the  nonmetro  population  is  concerned,  the 
metro/nonmetro  migrants  did  not  have  a  negative  effect  in  terms  of 
income.  On  the  average,  where  the  numbers  are  large  enough  to  permit 


Table  I--Median  family  income,  for  employed  household  heads,*  by  residence  and  mobility  status 
1975 
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conclusions,  the  median  income  of  metro/nonmetro  migrants  was  about 
the  same  or  higher  than  that  of  other  nonmetro  heads,  whether  non¬ 
migrant  or  migrant,  commuter  or  noncommuter. 


Table  J--Family  income,  for  employed  nonmetro  heads,  by  mobility 
status,  and  for  nonmetro/metro  migrants,  1975 


:  Number  of  heads  and  percentage 

:  distribution  of  family  income 

Family  Income 

:  Nonmetro:  Nonmetro/:  Metro/  :  Nonmetro/ 

non-  :  Nonmetro  :  Nonmetro:  Metro 
migrants:  migrants  :  migrants:  migrants 


Number  (000) 

7,495 

939 

1  ,265 

1  ,031 

Distribution  (Pet.) 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Under  $3,000 

3.0 

4.2 

1.8 

1.8 

$3 ,000-$4 ,999 

5.6 

5.6 

5.0 

3.2 

$5 ,00-$6 ,999 

8.5 

8.0 

8.7 

8.1 

$7 ,000-$9 ,999 

15.5 

18.5 

14.6 

12.6 

$1 0 ,000-$! 4,999 

28.4 

30.0 

27.3 

27.7 

$1 5 ,000-$24 ,999 

28.0 

26.4 

32.4 

34.6 

$25,000  and  over 

11.2 

7.2 

10.2 

11.9 

Median 

$13,094 

$12,278 

$13,645 

$14,379 

Standard  error 

$123 

$329 

$312 

$340 

Source:  Appendix  A,  tables  5,  6,  7,  and  11. 


Among  inter-county  commuters,  male  heads  who  worked  in  a  different 
metro  county  from  that  in  which  they  lived  had  the  highest  median 
family  income  $19,201  (Table  K).  They  are  in  large  part  the  subur¬ 
ban  commuters.  Their  income  was  substantially  higher  than  that  of 
metro  residents  who  commuted  to  nonmetro  locations.  Among  the  non¬ 
metro  commuters,  those  who  went  to  metro  areas  to  work  had  higher 
median  income  ($14,901)  than  those  who  commuted  to  another  nonmetro 
county  ($13,189).  The  income  of  those  working  in  Ring  counties 
appears  to  be  higher  than  that  of  the  group  who  commuted  to  the 
Central  Cities,  but  because  of  the  small  numbers  involved  the  dif¬ 
ference  is  not  significant  in  terms  of  the  AHS  sample. 

The  same  general  patterns  of  income  differences  were  observed  among 
white  male  metro/nonmetro  migrants  who  commuted  to  other  counties 
for  employment  (Table  L).  Highest  incomes  occurred  among  those 
working  in  metro  counties  and  the  difference  between  those  in  Ring 
and  Central  Cities  was  not  statistically  significant.  Lowest  in¬ 
comes  occurred  among  those  commuting  to  nonmetro  counties.  For 
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Table  K--Median  family  income  for  male  inter-county  commuters,  by 
location  of  residence  and  place  of  work,  1975 


Location  of  resi-  : 

dence  and  place  : 

of  work  in  1975  : 

Male  inter-county  commuters 

Number  : 

Medi an 

family  income 

:  Standard 
:  error 

(000) 

“  (Dol . ) 

(Dol.) 

Commuters 

7,906 

17,779 

171 

Residence  nonmetro 

1 ,919 

13,943 

228 

Place  of  work  metro 

870 

14,931 

519 

Central  City 

365 

14,421 

535 

Ring 

505 

15,500 

648 

Place  of  work  nonmetro 

1  ,048 

13,189 

297 

Residence  metro 

5,987 

19,019 

189 

Place  of  work  metro 

5,438 

19,201 

196 

Place  of  work  nonmetro 

549 

16,856 

730 

Source:  Special  tabulations  from  1975  AHS. 


Table  L--Median  family  income  for  employed  white  male  household  heads 


who  moved  between  metro  and  nonmetro  areas,  by  commuter  status 
and  place  of  work,  1975 


:Metro/Nonmetro 

mi  grants : Nonmetro/Metro 

mi  grants 

Commuter  status  and 
place  of  work  in  1975 

:Number : 

Medi an : 

fami ly: Standard 
income:  error 

:  Number : 

Median : 

fami ly :Standard 
income:  error 

(000) 

(Dol. ) 

(Dol . ) 

(000) 

(Dol .) 

(Dol.) 

Employed* 

1  ,330 

13,965 

303 

1 ,041 

14,929 

502 

Noncommuter 

828 

13,466 

336 

711 

14,136 

415 

Commuter 

Place  of  work 

336 

15,560 

826 

208 

17,580 

943 

--  metro 

225 

16,702 

968 

148 

17,676 

1 ,036 

Central  city 

100 

16,184 

1  ,585 

N.A. 

- 

- 

Ring 

Place  of  work 

123 

17,090 

1 ,220 

N.A. 

--  nonmetro 

110 

13,750 

938 

61 

17,273**  2,130 

Source:  Special  tabulations  from  1975  AHS. 


*  Total  includes  N.A.  on  commuter  status. 


**  Base  less  than  75,000. 
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nonmetro/metro  migrants,  on  the  other  hand,  there  were  no  real  dif¬ 
ferences  in  income  between  those  commuting  to  other  metro  areas  or 
to  nonmetro  locations. 

In  general,  inter-residential  commuting  probably  had  the  effect  of 
raising  the  overall  income  of  metro/nonmetro  migrants  and  not  chang¬ 
ing  or  slightly  dampening  the  median  for  people  moving  in  the  other 
direction.  The  hypothesis  that  there  is  less  difference  than  one 
might  expect  in  the  overall  medians  for  the  two  migrant  groups  be¬ 
cause  of  commuting  was  supported  to  some  extent.  However,  the  pro¬ 
portions  of  these  groups  commuting  inter-residential ly  were  somewhat 
less  than  had  been  anticipated.  They  were  about  17  percent  for 
metro/nonmetro  migrants  and  only  about  6  percent  for  heads  moving 
in  the  opposite  direction.  Thus,  similarity  in  income  stems  largely 
from  earnings  in  areas  of  residence  rather  than  from  the  impact 
differentials  in  earnings  associated  with  commuting. 
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JOURNEY  TO  WORK 


For  household  heads  not  working  at  home  and  reporting  to  a  fixed 
location,  the  prevalent  mode  of  transportation  to  work  in  1975  was 
the  automobile.  A  majority  of  them  (around  70  percent)  traveled 
alone  (Table  M).  The  major  differences  in  mode  of  transportation 
between  nonmetro  and  metro  residents  were  the  proportions  who  travel¬ 
ed  in  automobiles  with  other  people  (higher  among  the  nonmetro)  and 
those  who  used  public  transportation  (higher  among  the  metro).  Such 
public  service  is  generally  not  available  for  nonmetro  people.  A 
higher  proportion  of  nonmetro  heads  worked  at  home  (tables  12-22)? 
and  a  slightly  higher  proportion  of  them  walked  to  work.  The  propor¬ 
tions  using  the  various  modes  of  transportati on  did  not  differ 
significantly  among  the  resident  and  mobility  classes. 

Median  travel  time  to  work  in  1975  was  21  minutes  and  the  median 
distance  was  7  miles.  Nonmetro  residents  took  less  time,  on  the 
average,  and  went  shorter  distances  to  work  than  did  the  metro  resi¬ 
dents  (Table  N  and  0).  It  is  our  clear  impression  that  this  latter 
point  is  not  generally  understood.  A  minority  of  rural  and  small 
town  residents  engage  in  lengthy  commuting  trips,  e.cj_.  16  percent  of 
them  worked  20  miles  or  more  away  from  home.  However,  some  54  per¬ 
cent  worked  less  than  5  miles  from  home  (exclusive  of  those  who  work¬ 
ed  at  home).  By  contrast,  among  employed  metro  heads,  14  percent 
commuted  20  miles  or  more  each  way,  and  38  percent  went  less  than  5 
miles.  Thus,  the  slightly  greater  percentage  of  nonmetro  heads 
commuting  lengthy  distances  is  more  than  counterbalanced  by  the  dis¬ 
proportionate  number  who  work  close  to  home.  Median  trip  length  was 
4.6  miles  for  nonmetro  heads  and  7.6  miles  for  metro  heads. 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants  took  more  time  and  went  farther  than  did  the 
other  nonmetro  residents,  but  even  so  traveled  shorter  median  dis¬ 
tances  than  any  mobility  class  of  metro  heads.  Metro/metro  migrants 
spent  the  most  time  in  transit  (a  median  of  24  minutes  each  way)  and 
went  the  farthest  (9.3  miles  median)  of  any  of  the  residence  and 
mobility  groups.  Thus  it  is  the  suburban-dominated  group  of  recent 
metro/metro  migrants  that  proves  to  have  the  greatest  travel  require¬ 
ments  in  worker  commuting. 

In  comparing  commuters  and  noncommuters,  a  larger  proportion  of  the 
former  were  accompanied  by  other  people  in  car  pools  or  used  public 


Table  M--Mode  of  transportation  to  work,  for  employed  household  heads,  by  residence  and  mobility 
status,  1975 

:  Mode  of  transportati on* 

Residence  and  :  :  :  Auto  or  truck _ :  :  : 
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Omitted  were  household  heads  who  worked  at  home  or  had  no  fixed  place  of  work. 


Table  0--Distance  traveled  to  work,  for  employed  household  heads,  by  residence  and  mobility  status,  1975 
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Omitted  were  household  heads  who  worked  at  home  or  had  no  fixed  place  of  work. 
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transportation  to  get  to  work.  As  is  to  be  expected,  more  noncom¬ 
muters,  walked,  rode  bicycles  or  motorcycles,  or  used  other  means 
to  reach  their  places  of  employment.  And,  commuters,  on  the  average, 
lived  farther  from  work  and  took  longer  to  get  there  than  persons 
working  in  their  home  counties.  The  trip  required  three-quarters  of 
an  hour  or  more  for  about  a  third  of  all  commuters  and  covered  twenty 
miles  or  more  for  nearly  half. 

In  terms  of  time  and  distance  to  work,  nonmetro  commuters  took  about 
the  same  time,  on  the  average,  but  went  farther  than  metro  commuters. 
About  twice  the  proportion  of  nonmetro  compared  to  metro  commuters 
traveled  over  30  miles  to  work.  Among  noncommuters,  nonmetro  heads 
traveled  only  a  few  miles  to  work  in  a  few  minutes.  Less  than  a 
fifth  of  them  lived  as  far  as  ten  miles  from  work  compared  to  a  fourth 
of  the  metro  noncommuters. 


SUMMARY  AND  IMPLICATIONS 


Although  the  data  presented  in  this  report  are  for  the  year  1975, 
there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  patterns  they  describe  have 
changed  perceptibly  as  yet.  If  traveling  across  county  lines  is 
taken  as  an  approximation  of  commuting  for  work  outside  of  one's  own 
home  community  (the  conventional  measure  used  in  the  Census  of  Pop¬ 
ulation),  then  22  percent  of  all  employed  U.  S.  household  heads  were 
commuters  in  1975.  Nonmetro  heads  were  somewhat  less  likely  to  be 
commuters  than  were  metro  heads,  although  this  difference  is  influ¬ 
enced  in  part  by  the  fact  that  metro  counties  are  smaller  on  the 
average  than  are  nonmetro  counties  (mean  diameters  are  about  28  and 
32  miles,  respectively).  Thus,  a  trip  of  a  given  length  is  more 
likely  to  be  inter-county  in  the  metro  setting. 

Inter-county  commuting  rates  varied  by  social  and  demographic  char¬ 
acteristics.  In  general,  commuting  was  more  prevalent  among  men  than 
women  and  slightly  higher  for  whites  than  Blacks  and  in  the  South 
than  in  the  rest  of  the  country.  Commuting  tended  to  increase  until 
age  25-34,  presumably  as  jobs  became  more  exclusively  full-time  and 
of  a  career  nature,  and  then  to  decline  after  age  45.  The  differences 
among  age  groups  may  be  partly  of  a  cohort  nature,  associated  with 
the  recency  of  high  commuting  rates  (inter-county  commuting  has  in¬ 
creased  since  it  was  first  measured  in  1960).  Also  they  may  reflect 
job  changes  among  older  persons  associated  with  retirement  from  one's 
career  work  and  more  recent  employment  in  a  secondary  job  in  or  closer 
to  the  home  community.  The  lower  rates  of  commuting  among  late  middle- 
aged  and  older  workers  are  particularly  evident  in  nonmetro  areas. 

The  higher  growth  of  commuting  in  nonmetro  than  in  metro  areas  since 
1960  has  probably  affected  younger  workers  the  most  and  helped  to  in¬ 
duce  the  age  patterns  shown,  as  would  the  rather  high  average  age  of 
noncommuting  farmers,  who  comprise  a  greater  fraction  of  workers  in 
nonmetro  areas. 

The  generally  higher  income  level  of  commuters  indicates  that  commut¬ 
ing  is  rewarded  and  that  income  is  a  strong  incentive  to  commuting, 
but  it  may  also  reflect  the  greater  ability  of  people  with  good  in¬ 
come  to  live  where  they  wish.  There  is  no  way  of  distinguishing 
between  the  two  effects.  In  any  event,  it  is  clear  that  the  commuting 
of  nonmetro  household  heads  to  metro  jobs  yields  average  income  levels 
above  those  obtainable  in  nonmetro  work  and  thereby  contributes 
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somewhat  disproportionately  to  the  total  income  of  nonmetro  communi¬ 
ties.  There  is  no  such  complementary  benefit  to  metro  areas  from 
out-commuting  to  nonmetro  employment. 

The  positive  relationship  between  commuting  and  income  did  not  exist 
between  education  and  commuting.  Education  is  basically  not  associated 
with  commuting  in  metro  areas  and  somewhat  negatively  so  in  nonmetro 
areas.  Most  notably,  a  fourth  of  all  employed  household  heads  who 
were  college  graduates  were  commuters  in  metro  areas,  but  only  a 
seventh  of  them  commuted  in  nonmetro  areas.  This  may  be  the  most  im¬ 
portant  difference  between  metro  and  nonmetro  household  heads  in  the 
socio-economic  context  of  worker  commuting. 

Only  nine  percent  of  the  nonmetro  employed  household  heads  commuted 
to  metro  jobs,  and  from  data  not  presented  here  it  can  be  reliably 
inferred  that  other  family  members  had  even  lower  rates.  The  combined 
percentage  of  metro  commuting  for  all  nonmetro  employed  people  may 
not  be  more  than  seven  percent.  Given  the  fact  that  more  than  half 
of  the  nonmetro  population  lives  in  counties  that  adjoin  metro  areas, 
this  is  a  rather  low  percentage.  Despite  the  comparative  ease  of 
automotive  commuting  today,  nonmetro  areas  are  still  overwhelmingly 
independent  of  metro  areas  as  labor  markets. 

Among  household  heads  who  were  recent  migrants  into  nonmetro  counties 
from  metro  areas,  17  percent  worked  in  metro  locations.  The  higher 
rate  of  commuting  among  these  people  --  double  that  of  other  nonmetro 
heads  --  was  to  be  expected.  A  number  of  them  had  moved  to  nonmetro 
counties  for  residential  purposes  only.  Still  others  might  not  yet 
have  found  suitable  jobs  closer  to  their  new  homes.  However,  17  per¬ 
cent  is  so  low  a  fraction  of  all  inmigrants  that  it  lays  to  rest  any 
lingering  suspicions  that  the  regrowth  of  nonmetro  population  in  the 
1 970 ' s  was  primarily  caused  by  residential  sprawl  of  metro  workers 
into  the  next  tier  of  nonmetro  counties.  The  vast  majority  of  new¬ 
comers  into  nonmetro  communities  have  ended  their  work  ties  in  the 
metro  community  and  have  taken  jobs  in  the  nonmetro  sector.  Those 
who  do  commute  are  somewhat  distinctive  from  other  nonmetro  commuters 
in  the  degree  of  negative  association  between  education  and  commuting 
among  them  and  in  a  more  positive  connection  between  income  and 
commuting.  The  nonmetro  anomaly  of  high  income  and  relatively  low 
education  among  commuters  is  at  its  peak  among  people  who  are  recent 
migrants  from  metro  areas. 

The  data  also  provide  a  measure  of  the  reverse  type  of  commuting; 
that  is,  the  extent  to  which  metro  residents  work  in  nonmetro  areas. 
Such  workers  are  fewer  in  number  than  nonmetro-to-metro  commuters  -- 
as  might  be  anticipated,  given  the  generally  lower  wage  levels  of 
nonmetro  jobs.  However,  there  are  about  five  of  them  for  every  eight 
nonme tro-to-metro  commuters.  On  balance,  this  meant  a  net  absolute 
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accrual  to  metro  areas  nationally  of  only  about  .3  million  household 
heads  in  the  commuting  exchange. 

The  journey  to  work  is  everywhere  dominated  by  workers  traveling  by 
car  and  driving  alone.  The  only  meaningful  residential  differentials 
were  the  greater  use  of  public  transportation  in  metro  areas,  and 
the  higher  levels  of  walking,  working  at  home,  or  riding  with  others 
in  nonmetro  areas. 

The  latter  point  is  rather  interesting  in  that  there  night  be  an  ex¬ 
pectation  of  lower  joint  use  of  autos  in  the  dispersed  low  density 
population  of  rural  and  small  town  areas  than  in  large  cities  and 
suburbs.  Nevertheless,  a  sizeable  proportion  of  nonmetro  household 
heads  who  work  away  from  home  (21  percent)  have  worked  out  arrange¬ 
ments  involving  other  people,  compared  with  a  somewhat  lower  figure 
for  metro  heads  (17  percent). 

Despite  the  more  dispersed  settlement  pattern  of  the  nonmetro  popula¬ 
tion,  nonmetro  workers  were  found  to  travel  a  shorter  median  distance 
to  work  than  did  metro  workers,  even  when  persons  working  at  home  -- 
such  as  most  farmers  --  are  left  out  of  the  calculations.  There  is 
a  duality  in  the  commuting  patterns  of  nonmetro  heads.  Large  numbers 
of  them  have  very  short  journeys  to  work,  but  many  of  the  commuters 
take  lengthy  and,  perforce,  expensive  trips  to  obtain  the  employment 
they  want.  Lengthy  commutations  were  found  particularly  among  the 
nonmetro  newcomers  from  metro  areas. 

Median  amounts  of  time  spent  in  going  to  work  were  modest,  averaging 
just  14.5  minutes  for  nonmetro  heads  working  away  from  home  and  22 
minutes  for  metro  heads.  However,  at  the  extremes,  5  percent  of  all 
heads  working  away  from  home  spent  an  hour  or  more  each  way  in  going 
to  work,  or  a  minimum  of  2  hours  a  day.  This  involved  more  than  2 
million  people. 

A  great  deal  of  inter-county  commuting  and  other  long  distance  travel 
to  work  in  rural  areas  is  done  because  of  the  lack  of  suitable  employ¬ 
ment  within  the  home  community.  The  rapid  growth  of  nonagri cul tural 
work  in  rural  areas  and  small  towns  in  the  last  10  to  15  years  has 
probably  mitigated  this  problem.  However,  it  has  also  drawn  many 
people  into  the  nonfarm  labor  force  who  previously  did  not  work  away 
from  home,  or  who  would  have  moved  to  a  metro  area  in  the  absence 
of  local  work. 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  low  income  people  do  less  commuting  than 
those  with  higher  incomes.  One  of  the  reasons  for  this  lower  rate 
of  commuting  --  and  thus  lower  income  --  is  the  lack  of  transporta¬ 
tion  (5_)  (17).  Often  low  income  people  do  not  have  automobiles  and 
do  not  have  access  to  public  transportation.  If  they  are  to  work  at 
all,  they  must  of  necessity  take  those  jobs  available  in  their  home 
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communities,  which  are  often  low-paying.  Improved  rural  transporta¬ 
tion  facilities  would  almost  certainly  increase  the  number  and  pro¬ 
portion  of  workers  who  commute  beyond  their  local  communities. 

A  recurrent  question  about  the  future  of  continued  growth  of  popula¬ 
tion  in  rural  areas  is  the  potential  impact  of  either  shortages  of 
gasoline  or  ever  higher  prices.  Judging  from  the  AHS  data,  the  non¬ 
metro  counties  that  are  within  commuting  range  of  metro  employment 
may  be  the  most  vulnerable,  in  that  recent  migrants  into  nonmetro 
communities  from  metro  areas  are  both  the  most  likely  to  commute  and 
to  have  lengthy  trips.  The  gasoline  price  rise  and  any  future  supply 
squeeze  could  reduce  the  willingness  or  ability  of  people  to  locate 
beyond  the  metro  area  (or  even  within  its  outer  fringes)  if  they  wish 
to  retain  metro  employment. 

It  is  also  possible  that  the  same  factors  could  restrain  the  recent 
propensity  of  people  in  rural  counties  far  removed  from  metro  areas 
to  disperse  into  the  countryside,  rather  than  live  in  town.  Such  a 
dispersed  trend  was  one  of  the  most  characteristic  (and  unforeseen) 
aspects  of  rural  population  growth  in  the  1970's  (1_).  However,  de¬ 
spite  this  trend,  the  data  on  journey  to  work  of  household  heads  do 
not  show  any  disproportionate  reliance  of  nonmetro  people  on  automo¬ 
tive  commuting,  driving  alone,  or  on  long  average  trip  lengths  in 
comparison  with  the  metro  population.  There  is  a  lack  of  public 
transportation  alternatives  in  rural  areas,  but  the  proportion  of 
metro  heads  using  public  transportation  is  so  low  (8  percent)  as  to 
suggest  limited  potential  even  for  metro  public  transport  to  absorb 
any  large  fraction  of  present  automobile  riders. 

The  data  presented  in  this  report  do  not  answer  all  the  questions 
concerning  job  commuting  and  its  relationship  to  residential  status 
and  recent  migration.  However,  they  provide  estimates  of  many  aspects 
of  this  topic  whose  parameters  have  previously  been  unknown  and  con¬ 
siderably  advance  our  understanding  of  an  increasingly  important 
subject. 
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Relates  to  heads  with  families  who  had  Income  in  19/5  rather  to  all  employed  heads  of  households. 
Source:  See  table  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  independently  rounded. 
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Source:  See  table  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  tbe  table  were  Independently  rounded. 


Employed  household  heads  |  Inter-county  commuter  |  Noncommutor 


43 


-  w 
S 


£  s 


—  cc 

LO  C 

Cvi  — 


in  o  co  c*. 


OTCcncc 


n  o>  c 


Ci-li 


Csl  O.  —  O' 

rin  ion 
CD  —  cn  vc 


tOPiNvoOrc 

noiOiDMN. 


«o  r*  vo 

a  -  n  o  id  C 


^  O 
«r  Csi 


O'  O  — 

ro  —  vc 

c^  —  n  in 


l*i  C  r,  n  r  «r 
CD  O  O  vo  O' 


I 


vD  r  c-> 

nio  co  — 


O'  r—  O'  O'  Cv.  O'  a 

-  C  r-  c  -  c 


tv  —  iC  OlOs 

VO  O'  N  O  kf) 


CD  if) 
CJ  <— 5 


C'CcCCCMv- 

n  r-  lt  r,  o  ^  if. 

VC  —  Cs)  — 


C  c  CO  -  n  r  vo  — 


t—J  o 
O'  CD 
O  r-j 


e\j  —  — 


CD>  VO  VO 

V n  m 


MifiiovaoN 

n  O'  —  id  —  ic 


csj  co  vn  cnj  O  to 

-  O  L-l  CO  ID  D 


r*.  c*  vo  CD 

CO  vo  «r  D 

O'  —  *T  VO 


csi  «o  —  — 


ccocomc' 
CO  Cv  G  O  c*.  O 

—  —  «r  cj  —  — 


iti  ui  ^ 


•-  *  X  —  E 


crcrr  c 


m  —  — ■  ■ 


n  c  o  — 


:  vo  =  i_j  = 


—  r^.  — 


ONDOioOrM 


co  Cs. 

O  «r 
CD  VD 


CCniDrMCO 
noinrsr^ccvo 
O'  —  CM  CM 


CO  O' 

oj 

Cs)  Cl 


ife 

C  )- 


O'  O'  O'  c 
C  O'  O'  O' 

o  O'  o.  O'  ^ 
c  *  •  -• 


CCD! 
i_  c  c  o  c 
oocc 


-  CD  VO  vO  ~C  re. 


C  :  r  lt,  n  —  -  \ 


Source:  See  tabic  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  Independently  rounded. 


tmployed  household  heads  [  Inter -county  connniter  )  Hour onnni ter 


44 


o  -  -  o  a 


or  --  C  On 


r  N  Or  — 


C  .£) 

a>  — 
u  w 

U  ■*-> 

OJ  i ft 

O  — - 


m  O  n  ro  in  o  r 


tO  »—  r*i  CT'  n.  m 


C“,  CC 

CD  ’ 


■  omcno' 


-  n--i-  «r 


r—  r*>  r«* 


rsj  O  lh  vo 

C  n  CD  rv 

cn  —  on 


n  o  o  in  o  o  o 
- n  c  n  m  m- 

«-  r  N 


n  no  o  o  nn  n 
—  n  r  N  O  n 


c  N  -  o  M 
o  n  n  --  a.  ir 

— >  r-)  CM  *—  _ 


CCMnruaN 

s  -  no  C  cc 


M  fn  c  cx>  rr  in  lT,  O 
O-mcrroc  rsjiN 

CD  —  e\j  C\J  or*. 


o  co  tr>  o  n  o  eo  •“ 


Or  O  f\J 

co  N  CO  csj 

ri  «—  (\j 


MKOOON- 


■  o-  oor 


OcoONorr  M 


>  e—  LO  CD 


C  n  in  n  r  o  n  o  «r 

-  O  o  t\i  cn  o- 

n  o  n  f-  m 


O  o  o  o  r  n 
ONccnc 
•—  lt>  Co  cm  — 


ifirroifanoa 
ONO  —  Cr^fv 
cm  i —  •—  m  •— 


i'fe 


o  i 
C  CD  CD  i 
C  Cl  CM 

o  - 


-  —  CM  C 


TOO)  *“*-♦«*  fc 


in  v>  i/i 


300  r:  v 


ic  ai  c  — 

u  —  —  c 


:  on  ;iur 


So  c 

o  c 

a>  cj  c  o  c 

=  -C  -  * 

O  c  rn  in  r 


O  CO 
— 
CM  C 


>  O  O  f=  — 


Source:  See  table  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  Independently  rounded. 


45 


—  c. 
r  to 


MVO  C 

f->  ^  <3- 

ro  —  rj 


NVC  OP'MMr 


»-  nfsj  a  Cr 


rv  —  —  c-  ©  ' 


TO  ■*-*  ; — - 

y  —  ly 

S'  h  K 


s  R 


©  o ! 

o-,—  I 
TO  *■» * 
3  I  • 
C  .©  r*-> 
©>  —  |U 
u  w.  p> 
L.  ^  *— - 
CJ  lO 


£  B  rr 


:  =T~ 

:  X)  *-> 


s  I 


O  O'  n.  m  O'  vfi 


OC-^rjifi 


©k  —  nonrovc 


X  ©  O'  n*  r**» 


VO  c-> 

O'  tn 
no  vo 


O  O' 
r**  r>. 


Nn-rvrC^ 
c  VC  fv  ©  o  c 
M  r  vc  m  c  O'  Oi 


C^CM(C^«- 
<— >  ©  —  ©  — 
r  r  O  ICC  C 


0'0'r*fvaD,s‘(Vr>» 

N-r'-CCrv'vn 

OnvDO-OOrs 


o  o  — 

O  O  ro 


cvj  vcvc  id  n 


.  tt  O  m  *r 


«r  vO  N  Om/)  if: 
C  rvi  n.  o  n  «- 


O  n  csj 
c  co  vo 
W>  U">  — 


—  m  m  — 

co  fo  to  tn 

<C  CO  *—  f— 


O'  ■—  r’  O'  —  M  CO 
NOMnnON 
VfVJNVOO'- 


CD  M  vooor  r 


r>  O  O  to  rr  n 
--Mncr 
VC  O  N  N  O  © 


voccnoN 


-g 


—  »r  to  —  in  tv  vo  r^.  nj 

n  n  cmt  r>  n  c  •  • 

CM  O'  C  O  O  O'  o  c 


<NJ  CC>  O*  ^  *— 


nc-iof 


—  to  tn  »o 


to  x  — 


—  to  x 

5  5  © 


to—  xx  L  O  r  r  C 

li  o  — v^Mn^ioo  c 
—  c  r  u  '—'ii  '  •  i 

to  ©  oo  o  o  io  in  m  io  to 

nu.  m  z  C"-oJMortovc 


ft  X 

c  —  u  c 

©  e  CO)  x 

X  I  -  £■ 

TO  C  X  f— 


cz  — 

CC  C>J 

c  — 


—  CMI  tf>  r**-  n*> 


X  r-.  C  O  VC  O  r-  O  —  O 


cnvOC'C-f'-Cvom 

r~,  , —  c\j  rr  in  vn 


CO  on  Ovor'O'OincOi 


on  cn 

f\j  CC 

tn  — 


n^iCiOXTO-CXo-) 
r^  —  —  Or  onrv 
r  renter  vCM 


r*  n  vc  oi  m 


O'  O'  (D 
X  X  > 
X  X  X  X  X  o 
O  X  X  X  »  • 

C  D-'  O'  X  r  r  T 
O  »  -  ►—  no  c 

-  TT  vO  X«*-*>*  TO 

n  i 

*->  t  i  i  O  ©  O 
©  ©  C  ©  C  C 
-  1_  ©  ©  C  ©  O  © 

c’cjccc  -  *  * 
c*c  -  -  -c  in  to 
O  CniDN  -  —  no 


■)  tn  —  —  fNj  ©>  ■ 

v  ♦«»  «o  •*  ««  £  t 


Source:  See  table  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  Independently  rounded. 


46 


— ;  a; 

~  *r 


PO  cv  ©  ^  p)J  m  « 


CcONnnoK 


I  £ 


mJ  ^ 

C  JO 
OJ  — 


C  VC  CO  M  r,  rv; 


n  o  rv  «r  in 

C  C  rv  «r  C 

r  n  r->  «r 

p*.  Csj  VC  co 


K-ClflO-N 

in  r,  ^  in  o  -  ci 
«—  in  vc  «=■  ©  r-*  co 


©  CO  — 


«r  o  —  tv  O  c  n 


O  c  c  m  vc  C 
N  N.  C  C 


-  n  -  r 
n  -  k  r  r  \ 
csj  c  vc  m  ©•  cc 

f^nsr,^.- 


m  rvj  ©  ^-  ©  «r 

o  c  a  in  o  c 


r—  rr  Or^OO  —  Mtfr, 


c  irun  -  c  ti  o  in 
«rccnccn«- 
i©  c\»  m  c©  vD  —  CT'f'j 

vc  —  nr  m  c 


zZi  C  N  if)  O  in  ifi  —  (nj 
in  ©  —  *-*  «•  p-*  —  ©  *r 


rr  © 
©  r-> 
©  m 


onnM  nc  vd 
*-  n  c  n  m  c  in 
(M  O  n  n  co  *- 


in  vD  O 

—  c  ui  r  n  o 

l*)  C  C  N  IT)  ^ 


NCinvoon© 


c  co  n  i—  c  -• 


©cirvcrifcCin 


—  «c  © 

If)  ©  VC 

co  CO  «r 


—  C\J 
If) 

© 
VC  © 


m  —  p»-  r\j  ©  © 
p"  vO  in  CO  c\j  — 
»  NlO  (O  (\MO  © 

—  in  in  id  <c-  >— 


if.  ©©p^in^r 

©  fs;  ©  cc 

rv  rs  om  c  N 

c-j  ©  ©  *er  csj  no 


in'--  —  r  o  ic  n  C 
—  ©r^O  —  ©  CO  r>. 

0©mco  —  on 


«-  (\j  in  rv  i 


C-  -k.  i- 

*  u  a» 

—  •—  fZ  ^ 


•S'  —  -C  . 


©  1C 

£  if 


©  © 
©  © 
©  ©  ©  ©  ©i 
©  ©  ©  ©  *  ► 
©©©©«■  ^-  “ 
©  -  -  CNJ 


•*^|  I  i  ©  ©  © 

©  ©  c  c  ©  © 

i-  ©  ©  ©  ©  ©  c 

5/  C  O  ©  C  -  -  - 

c©  -  *  '  ©  in  in 

c  cr on--n 


^Nonco— nl'i  ©  © 
Oino^Nnroif.  in  N 
©  •—  ©  ©  ©  on 


i*  ***  ^  in 


Relates  to  heads  with  families  who  had  income  in  1975  rather  than  to  all  employed  heads  of  households. 
Source:  See  table  1  •  Numbers  in  each  part  of  the  table  were  independently  rounded. 


47 


r 


m  o 

vO  CZ 


^»CCCrr 
O  -  r\.  C 


C  -C 
Cj  — 
V  L- 


k 

p 


nv  ^  —  «r  •—  O  tv 
^  «r  co  —  vo  — 


O'  c 
O'  — 


Otf)-oocinm 
C  *—  r n  c  r,  m  n  vo 


n  in  ^  vo  c 

m  C  c  c  in 

Cvj  r-j  O'  VC 


n*  VC  C\j  C  rv  m 
vc  rv  c  c  o  i —  «r- 
ic  in  vd  cm 


rv  rv  *r  —  —  — 
inCCCncv 

-»  n  oi  d  ic  tf 


■irmfPM^ 


c\j  <nj  cz  m  rr>  cr 


-  —  O  —  f 


—  cm  ^ 
vo  m  in 
cr.  — 


con  o  c 

Cr.LT  C  r' 

CD  N  VO  ^ 


O  ^  cn  c  vo  —  C  — -  r 

ro  rr  r-^  co  O'  CNJ 
oo  C  *r  c\j  m 


-onor- 
or  O'  co  cr.  *r 
*—  vo  r  nr 


N  CO  Oi  O'  ^ 
i-c  ina  -  inp- 


t  n  o  n  o  i 


r  rv  o  «r  cr 

cdhcm  o-O 

CO  O'. 


o  —  O'  —  vo  CD  m 

tv  in  cm  c  co  o  10 
co  vo  *—  vo  rn 


cd  o  n  -  in  m 
O  vo  *r  cv  vC 
N  in  c  n  O  cr 


n  r-  n  <r  in 


•—  m  m  m 


:  —  oj  cr  ' 


•-  tcc  E 

5^0  £  u- 


-  ■ —  r\.'  n  t  in.  vo  tc 


tc  *o  •*-  a- 

—  c  ^  *  or 

r  c  e  cj  or- 


O',  cr.  O' 

O  cr.  O'  O 
O  Cr.  cr>  O  « 
C  '  ► 

vo  O' 

r~,  ♦*•■*<*  »«► 

coot 
l  c  o  c  : 
;  a  ©  o  c 


O'  O' 

O'  O'. 
O'  o 


Ck)=  t_D 


-riMOnrvMn 
nccinvoocn 
vc  -  nice  c 


COv«r  inoo  v 


>  vo  O  cvj  O'  Co  O' 


NCnOcO-O 
nj  in  —  (\i  a  m  C  tv 
«r  «-  n  r  O  iC  CC 


in  tv 
vo  in 
VO  cvj 


'Relates  to  heads  with  families  who  had  income  In  1975  rather  than  to  all  employed  heads  of  households.  Rase  less  than  75.000. 
Source:  See  table  I.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  Independent ly  rounded. 


48 


c. 

o> 


1 

a- 

CD 

C 

VO  CO 

CD  o 

CO  CO  pm  ID 

D  tO  ^  CO  ID 

o  CD  CO  CO  PM.  CD 

1 

1 

l. 

O 

O'  O' 

©  pd 

CM  *— 

—  CO 

CM  — 

CM  CM  — 

O  O'  O'  O'  o 

pd  cd  O  pm  o 

CM  —  -  CM  CM  M 

a  c 
o*— 

j 

* 

c  Z 

ST 

C.  m 

u 

c. 

c 

o 

r  in  - 
O' 

O  O' 

CO  — 

CO  — 
m  vo 

cm  ^  mu'  n 

CM  ^  <— 

«o  C^*  —  O  O  ^• 

ID  CM  CM  >— 

vo  — 

if) 

Of'ino'rNM«“ 

C  ^  CM  CD  — 

i 

•o 

C 

g 

= 

k 
a i 

CD 

vd  «r  «o 

ID  CO 

Cm  — 

vo  in  o  d  c  n  n 

O  *r 

O  l£>  O'  LD  ID 

rrOCCCMVOiDCp'-^ 

P  rM  I 

I 

© 

s 

© 

O  CM 

vo 

cd  *r 

© 

CD 

COM  CVl  — 

cm  '  cm  ro  ~ 

PM  f-  ] 

r-*  — 

| 

c 

C’  c 
c»— 

1 

fO 

c  Z 
o  — 
u  k. 

u 

c_ 

o 

o 

o 

93.3 

5.6 

1.1 

87.9 

13.0 

ID  ID 

CD  VC 

V  ID 

r-  n  rn  c  cm  o  . — 

--NCNOC'- 
—  VD  *— 

VD  VC  O  VO  O' 

CMOMO  — C 

D  CM  CM  — 

56.9 

3.7 

Oc-IOOOCCM 

O  Cm  id  O  —  ID 

O  CD  — 

1 

X 

0.-  tn 

&.  — 

■© 

5 

u 

k- 

0> 

1 

k. 

07 

Z 

© 

© 

© 

•-  in  r 

L.D  LD 

PM  LT 

CD  CD  VD  CO  CM  CD  CD 

pm  pm 

Pm.  n  o  in  c  c 

pm»— id*— «r<—  O'VO 

PM 

z 

CM 

cm 

CM 

CD 

CM 

vc  o' 

• 

VC 

i n 

■c 

rz 

k 

c 

0>  c 

O'— 

<o  — > 

4->  ~ 

c  — 

o 

—  cm.  CM 

O  CM 

«T  VO 

—  PD  —  ©  —  ©Pm 

o.  O  V  O  P^ 

CM  VO 

OOCM-VONVOOl 

*D 

O 

Z 

07 

U  w 

k 

&  V) 
Ck.  — 

■D 

u 

c. 

© 

o 

cd  id  •— 

O' 

—  CO* 
CO  r- 

O'  c 
cd  vo 

CM  «r  ID  O 

CM  #— 

pv  —  o  --  c 

n  Ml  CM  — 

VO  *- 

ID 

O-DCCMMr*- 
O  —  CM  CD  — 

6 

Z 

cD 

c 

C- 

E 

k 

a> 

1 

z 

o' 

3 

o 

CM 

O'. 

CO 

O  O'  N 
©  Pm  — 
CM 

o  CD 
id 

—  CM 

O'  CD 
«r  <r 

VD  CO 

CiOr-iCOO 
CM  CD  —  CM  CM  VD  — 
CD  VO  CM  f— 

•tr 

© 

CD 

Pm  O  CM  CD  ID 

in-c  c  dc 

r—  ^  CM  CM  CM 

-O'nnciflCMn 
CD  — >  CD  CO  CD  C01  VO  CM 
C  —  CM  CD  *— 

O'  o 

Pm  «r 

CD  CD 

D* 

k 

&’ 

> 

07 

CT 

ai 

u 

■c 

g 

in 

»c 

** 

k 

g  fe 

O'  O'  07 
O'  O'  > 

k 

a; 

u 

*e 

»e 

ai 

>> 

07 

X 

■c 

k 

a* 

'  > 

k 

k 

a* 

Cl  •- 

>-  o 

k  c 

O  u 
*o  k 

O  O'  O'  O'  •  * 
C^O.p'crO 
o  *  -  •  —  CM  C 
_;rvDP'  «**►  •*  rc 

k 

s 

| 

cz 

(-> 

CO 

c/i  m  in 

C_  -*  L. 

u  o 

—  *c  z 

%r. 

a> 

|| 

z  z 

k 

»C  "C 

CiDrr  rr  r  c 
>-  —  CM  CD  ID  VO  C 

"k 

C  cc 
rz  *C 

—  c 

T  'r 

C  -2  *u  c 

O  C  m  CO 

3  ^  j-  — 
a  o>  — 

»! 

•  c 

~  *c 

*-*  -  i'  ’  poo 
o  c  c  c:  3  c 
—  kCCOCCC 
OOJOOO  *  -  * 
c“  -  -  *  o  in  id 

"k 

c  *e 
*r  *o 
—  c 

7,  2 

1 

o 

3CC 

s  iT 

ID  Z 

a1  -  (sj  cm  n  c  d  vo 
o 

c 

^  UO 

5  lj  z  i3 

UJ 

c-  ID 

U  Zv*^*«rD***Vl 

c 

i  | 

i 

Source:  See  table  1.  Numbers  In  each  part  of  the  table  were  Independently  rounded. 


TABLES  12-22  (TRAVEL  TO  WORK) 


Table  1?  --  Total  employed  household  heads,  by  Inter-county  commuter  status,  mode  of  transportation,  time,  and  distance  to  work. 
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Table  14  --  Migrant  employed  household  heads,  by  inter-county  commiter  status,  mode  of  transpnrtallon ,  time,  and 
distance  to  work,  1975 
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SOURCE  AND  RELIABILITY  OF  THE  DATA 


The  data  in  this  report  are  based  on  special  tabulations  from  the 
1975  Annual  Housing  Survey  and  its  Travel -To-Work  supplement. 
General  information  on  the  Survey,  explanations  of  terms  and  con¬ 
cepts,  and  on  the  reliability  of  sample  estimates  can  be  found  in 
recent  publications  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  (see  Related 
Reports,  inside  back  cover). 

Standard  errors  shown  in  the  tables  and  others  used  for  tests  of 
significance  for  statements  in  the  text  were  derived  through  the 
use  of  the  formulas  below: 


Standard  error  of  an  estimated  number 
°"x  =  VaxM-bx 

Standard  error  of  an  estimated  percentage 

°-(x,p)  =  V  £p(100  -  p) 

Standard  error  of  an  estimated  median 
°m  -  V  £  (50)  (50) 


The  "a"  and  "b"  parameters  for  the  1975  AHS,  provided  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census ,  were 


Population 


Parameters  for  Calculating 
Standard  Errors 


a  b 

Total  or  white  -.0000185  1465.0652 

Black  or  other  minority  races 


-.0001938 


1465.0652 
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Standard  errors  for  the  differences  between  two  numbers,  or  per¬ 
cents,  or  medians,  were  calculated  with  the  following  formula: 


Standard  error  of  the  difference  between  two  items 


°(x  -  y)  =  \/  °x2  +  ay2 


Tests  of  significance  were  made  at  the  2.0  and  1.6  standard  error 
levels  (corresponding  to  95  and  90  percent  levels  of  significance, 
respectively)  following  procedures  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census  for  these  types  of  surveys.  In  comparative  statements  in  the 
text,  the  word  "nominally"  is  used  if  the  difference  was  statistically 
significant  at  the  1.6  but  not  at  the  2.0  level. 

Illustrations  are  given  below  of  the  use  of  the  standard  error  for¬ 
mulas  with  data  for  metro/nonmetro  and  nonmetro/metro  migrants  from 
tables  7,  11,  18,  and  22.  Indication  is  also  provided  as  to  whether 
significant  differences  existed  between  the  two  groups  in  the  charac¬ 
teristics  or  travel -to-work  behavior  illustrated.  (Notes  are  on  the 
last  page  of  this  section.) 


Number  of  household  heads 


Number 

Standard  error 
(000) 

(68  chances  out 

(000) 

of  100) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1 ,513 

47 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1,392 

45 

Absolute  difference 

121 

65  * 

Since  the  difference  is 

significant  at  the 

90  but  not  the  95  per- 

cent  level,  indications  are  that  the  number  of  migrants  moving 
to  nonmetro  areas  is  only  nominally  higher  than  the  number  moving 
to  metro  areas. 
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Inter-county  commuter  rate 


Number 

(000) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1 ,513 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,392 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

Standard  error 

(Pet. ) 

Rate 

(68  chances  out 

(Pet. ) 

of  100) 

26.6 

1.4 

19.3 

1.3 

7.3 

1.9  ** 

The  difference  is  significant  at  the  95  percent  level.  The  inter¬ 
county  commuting  rate  of  metro/nonmetro  migrants  is  higher  than 
that  of  their  counterparts  who  moved  in  the  opposite  direction. 


Age  at  last  birthday 

Standard  error 


(Years ) 


Number 

Median 

(68  chances 

(000) 

(years) 

of  100) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1 ,513 

33.0 

.4 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,392 

30.4 

.4 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

2.6 

.57  ** 

The  difference  is  significant  at  the  95  percent  level,  indicating 
that  metro/nonmetro  migrants  are  somewhat  older  than  migrants  who 
went  to  metro  from  nonmetro  areas. 


Highest  grade  of  school  completed 


Number 

(000) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1,513 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,392 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

Percent 

Standard  error 

wi  th 

(Pet. ) 

some  college 

(68  chances  out 

(Pet. ) 

of  100) 

46.7 

1.6 

56.2 

1.6 

9.5 

2.2  ** 

The  difference  is  significant  at  the  95  percent  level.  People 
moving  to  metro  areas  are  somewhat  better  educated  than  those 
moving  to  nonmetro  areas. 
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Family  income  (of  heads  with  families  who  had  any  income  in  the  sur¬ 

vey  yea  rT~ 


Number 

Medi an 

Standard  error 
(Dol.) 

(68  chances  out 

(000) 

(Dol . ) 

of  100) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1  ,265 

$13,645 

$312 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,031 

$14,379 

$340 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

$734 

$461  N.S. 

The  difference  is  not  significant  at  either  the  90  or  95  per¬ 
cent  levels.  There  is  no  real  difference  in  the  median  income 
of  the  two  migrant  groups. 


Mode  of  transportation ,  from  home  to  work 


Standard  error 

Driving 

( Pet. ) 

Number 

alone 

(68  chances  out 

(000) 

(Pet'. ) 

of  100) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1 ,443 

71.2 

1.4 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,370 

70.0 

1.5 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

1.2 

2.1  N.S. 

The  difference  is  not  significant  at  either  the  90  or  95  percent 
levels.  As  high  a  proportion  of  one  group  as  the  other  drives  to 
work  alone. 


Time,  from  home  to  work 

Number 

(000) 

Medi an 
(Minutes) 

Standard  error 
(Minutes ) 

(68  chances  out 
of  100) 

Metro/nonmetro  migrants 

1 ,440 

16.8 

.8 

Nonmetro/metro  migrants 

1 ,369 

18.7 

.7 

Absolute  difference 

1/ 

1.9 

1.1  * 

The  difference  is  significant  at  the  90  but  not  at  the  95  per¬ 
cent  level.  Time  spent  traveling  to  work  is  only  nominally 
higher  among  nonmetro/metro  migrants  than  it  is  among  metro/ 
nonmetro  migrants. 
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Distance,  from  home  to  work 


Standard  error 


Number  Median 


(000)  (Miles) 


(Miles ) 

(68  chances  out 
of  100) 


Metro/nonmetro  migrants  1,439 
Nonmetro/metro  migrants  1,372 


5.9 

6.2 


.5 

.6 


Absolute  difference 


1/ 


.3 


.6  N.S. 


The  difference  is  not  significant  at  either  the  90  or  95  percent 
levels,  indicating  the  two  groups  travel  about  the  same  distance 
to  work  on  the  average. 


Note  on  Rounding 


Numbers  in  various  sections  of  the  text  and  tables  were  independent¬ 
ly  summed  from  component  parts  of  tabulations  in  which  data  had  been 
rounded  to  thousands.  Therefore,  there  may  be  slight  variation  in 
figures  for  the  same  item  appearing  in  different  places,  and  parts 
may  not  add  to  totals  because  of  the  aggregation  of  rounded  numbers. 


*  Significant  at  90  percent  level. 

**  Significant  at  95  percent  level. 

N.S.  Not  significant  at  either  the  90  or  95  percent  levels. 
1/  Not  involved  in  the  calculation  of  the  standard  errors. 
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RELATED  REPORTS 


Reports  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  which  are  related  to  some  extent 
with  this  study  are: 

(1)  Annual  Housing  Survey:  1975.  United  States  and  Regions, 
Part  A.  General  Housing  Characteristics .  Current 
Housing  Reports,  Series  H-150-75A.  U.  S.  Government 
Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C.  1977. 

(2)  The  Journey  to  Work  in  the  United  States:  1975.  Cur¬ 
rent  Population  Reports,  Series  P-23,  No.  99.  U.  S. 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C.  1979. 

Definitions  and  explanations  of  terms  germane  to  tabulations  made 
from  the  1975  Annual  Housing  Survey  and  its  Travel -to-Work  Supple¬ 
ment  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A  in  the  latter.  That  report  also 
deals  with  nonsampling,  coverage,  and  rounding  errors  that  may  have 
some  effect  on  data  from  the  Annual  Housing  Surveys. 


NA 


223342 


8 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON,  D  C.  20250 


POSTAGE  AND  FEI 
U.S.  OEPARTMEt 
AGRICULTU 


AGR  101 

third  class 


C.  KENYON 

ERS  AMERICAN  AGRIC  ECON  DOCUMENTATION 
CTR 

GHI  BLDG  RM  146 
WASHINGTON,  DC  20018 


